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The purpose of this quantitative predictive analysis study was to identity what student 
characteristics such as subgroups’ gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically Black and 
Latino, are important in predicting student achievement in two Priority schools in their final year 
of Regional Achievement Center (RAC) delivery and support to these schools, as measured by 
Language Arts PARCC 2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade scores.  
Regional Achievement Centers (RACs) were instituted as a reform method to support 
New Jersey’s efforts to improve low-performing schools.  The New Jersey Department of 
Education defined these schools as Priority, with the lowest-performing student achievement and 
graduation rates among subgroups.  RACs instituted eight turnaround principles aimed to 
advance low-performing schools. 
The research question for this study was: What is the Relationship Between Student 
Factors and Middle School Student Achievement?  To answer this question, descriptive statistics 
were first used to identify measures of central tendencies in the study.  The empirical data was 
examined to determine if student factors as in gender, race/ethnicity (Blacks and Hispanics), 
ELL, and grade levels, can predict student achievement in two urban Priority schools in Passaic 
County, New Jersey.   This public data was procured from the New Jersey School Performance 
Reports, school websites, and personnel.   
This study utilized a quantitative predictive analysis using descriptive statistics.  Multiple 
linear regression was used to assess if the independent variable (student factors, gender, 
race/ethnicity (Blacks and Hispanics), ELL, and grade levels) predicted the dependent variable 
(student achievement, as measured by ELA PARCC 2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade 
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Education is a commodity, a resource, a tool, and a vehicle that empowers, strengthens, 
and builds confidence for success (Bushaw & McNee, 2009).  However, opportunity and 
achievement gaps still remain between socioeconomic, racial, gender, and ethnicity groups.  The 
effort to increase equity and reduce achievement gaps is a schoolwide pursuit that includes all 
stakeholders and while all stakeholders are instrumental, teachers play an influential role in 
student achievement (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010).  Studies show teachers who set 
high expectations in instruction promote greater positive outcomes in student achievement and 
on-time graduation (Gregory, Cornell, and Fan, 2011). 
While the business and bureaucracy of education are growing and evolving, subgroups of 
race/ethnicity (Blacks and Latinos) consistently continue to perform poorly academically.  In 
2011, “76% of economically advantaged third through eighth-grade students scored proficient on 
the Language Arts literacy portion of the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge; only 
45% of economically disadvantaged third through eighth-grade students scored the same.  More 
troubling, the Language Arts literacy gap in proficiency rates has increased by five percentage 
points since 2005, from 26% to 31%” (Cerf, 2012, p.6).  Moreover, a movement from local to 
state to federal mandates with matching funds showed little to no improvement.  The American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 disseminated funds through the School 
Improvement Grant (SIG) to districts including the district of this study.  New Jersey ranked 
fourth in the country, spending 30% over the average U.S. per-student expenditure (Cerf, 2012). 
College readiness presents a dim picture as well.  Cerf’s report demonstrated “over half 




14% of African American students — a gap of 38% points — and only 21% of Hispanic students 
— a gap of 30% points” (p. 7).  
Table 1  
Expenditures per Student in Select Years and Implied Annual Growth 1973–2008 
 
Note: Education Funding Report (2012, p. 13) 
As early as the 1978 report, Improving Educational Achievement, the government has 
been focused on improving academic achievement through the return to basic skills (Tienken and 
Orlich, 2013).  The data provided a consistent decline in the academic landscape over decades of 
time for impoverished students.  The Regional Achievement Center’s Principles, imposed by the 
Department of Education as a result of federal mandates, were to improve underprivileged 
students’ academic achievement.  If schools are being held accountable for improving teaching 
and student learning, policymakers at all levels of the educational system — regional and state 
levels as well as the national level — should also be expected to support the capacity required to 
produce improved teaching and learning (Ryan, 2013). 
As part of the War on Poverty, President Lyndon Johnson signed the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1964.  This signified a major shift in the federal 
government’s support in democracy and equity in equal opportunity and improvement of public 




social forecast of millions of students not completing high school.  In his speech, President 
Johnson commented (1964) that over 54 million Americans hadn’t finished high school, and 
more than 100,000 high school graduates didn’t enter college for lack of funds.  The social 
implications of uneducated and undereducated youth were too grave to go unnoticed.  ESEA’s 
focus was a commitment of resources to promote the economic and academic capacity of 
underprivileged schools through the use of public funds through Title I.  As the largest federal 
education grant to states and local school districts, Title I funds educational programs for 
disadvantaged children and is distributed according to a federal formula (Bush, 2001).  These 
funds were put in place to ensure student groups met high standards measured by annual state 
assessments.  George W. Bush (2001) described our most underdeveloped students being left 
behind: 
Today, nearly 70% of inner-city fourth graders are unable to read at a basic level on 
national reading tests.  Our high school seniors trail students in Cyprus and South Africa 
on international math tests and nearly a third of our college freshmen find they must take 
a remedial course before they are able to even begin regular college-level courses (p. 6). 
By 1999 the overall dropout rates began to decrease, although the achievement gap of 
Blacks and Hispanics was rising.  Of the total 43% of dropouts, Blacks were 13%, whites 7%, 
and Hispanic 29% (U.S Department of Education, 2001).  President G. W. Bush’s new results 
meant our neediest children were being left behind.  He would not sanction a failed educational 
system.  As a result, ESEA was reauthorized into the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, known 
as the most aggressive attempt at educational reform of equal opportunity for all students by the 




Chenoweth (2009) affirmed that failing schools must be resuscitated.  The achievement 
gap between poor Black and Hispanic students and White and Asian is consistent; however, 
schools are turning around (Chenoweth, 2009).  For example, George Hall Elementary in 
Mobile, Alabama, one of the lowest-performing schools in a neighborhood of poor blacks and 
high crime, made a turn for the better.  George Hall’s student achievement scores topped above 
national scores on the SAT 10 test.  Another school that turned around its student achievement 
was Graham Road Elementary in Falls Church, Virginia.  This school, although with a student 
population of more than 80% English as a second language and ranked as a low-performing 
school, outperformed many of its wealthier schools in the state.  Additionally, P.S/M.S 124 
Osmond A. Church School in Queens, New York, and Capitol View Elementary outperformed 
wealthier schools.  More than 80% of the students at both schools qualified for the federal food 
program and had a majority of black students.  
In contrast, Smarick (2010) asserted that turning around failing schools was not a good 
strategy for improving our worst urban schools.  For example, the state of California Academic 
Performance targeted the lowest-performing 20% with interventions; these efforts only produced 
an 11% increase in exemplary progress in one middle and high school.  In 2008, after years of 
significant effort, Ohio schools fewer than one in three schools hit their academic goals.  
Turnaround endeavors are only marginal improvements that states have enforced before No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB).  “In 1989 New Jersey took over Jersey City Public schools; in 1995 
it took over Newark Public Schools.  In 1993 California took over control of the Compton 
Unified School District.  In 1995 Ohio took over the Cleveland Metropolitan School District” 
(Smarick, 2010, p.75).  Since NCLB, struggling schools have grown along with new 




New Jersey Regional Achievement Centers Ignited  
State interventions were known as takeover or turnaround strategies.  Interventions range 
from mild (identification, planning, professional development, tutoring, and more) to moderate 
(adding school time, reorganizing, changing principals) to strong (reconstitution, curriculum 
change, redirection or withholding of funds, and closing of failing schools or districts) (Burns, 
2003).  Similar to the federal government’s increased role in school districts, the state 
Department of Education (DOE) shifted to a closer service performance-based provider with 
resources and capacity.   
Governor Christie led the New Jersey reform for quality education promising new and 
innovative initiatives (NJDOE, 2012).  To turnaround the state’s lowest-performing schools, 
Title I School Improvement Grants (SIG) had to implement strategies, such as replacement of at 
least 50% of staff, open and close charter schools, closing schools, and replacing principals.  
These strategic SIG interventions influenced the launch of Regional Achievement Centers 
(RAC) (NJDOE, 2012).  Commissioner Cerf (2012) announced his support for New Jersey’s role 
in improving their lowest-performing schools by implementing eight turnaround principles (See 
Appendix A2).  It is important to note, during the RACs implemented model to turn around low-
performing schools in urban districts, three different Commissioners of Education were 
appointed to NJDOE.  Chris Cerf served from January 18, 2011 to February 27, 2014, David 
Hespe served March 20, 2014 to September 31, 2016, and Dr. Lamont Repollet served January 
29, 2018 to July 1, 2020. 
Equally important, the NCLB waiver indicated the rationale for Regional Achievement 
Centers was to guarantee all students graduate with readiness skills to enter college or career.  




Warren, Bergen, Passaic (the target of this study), Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Somerset, Union, 
Middlesex, Monmouth, Ocean, Camden, Burlington, Atlantic, Cape May, Cumberland, Salem, 
Gloucester, Essex, and Hudson (RAC, 2012).  Regional Achievement Centers (RACs) were 
staffed with experts with a mission to turn around and improve the lowest-performing schools in 
New Jersey.  The staff included State Turnaround Coaches, Elementary and Secondary Literacy 
Specialists, Math, ELL, Instructional, Data, Climate and Control, and Intervention/Special 
Education Specialists (RAC, 2012).  It was a system of supervision and observation to deliver a 
service of support to drastically improve student achievement.   
High-performing “Reward” schools and low-performing “Priority” and “Focus” schools 
were recognized.  Based on these trajectories of intervention, New Jersey students would be 
prepared for college and career (RAC, 2012). 
Statement of the Problem 
What happens to academically struggling students, particularly in English Language Arts 
urban middle schools?  Forman reveals, “Students not acquiring necessary skills often continue 
to have academic difficulties, and they are at risk for never catching up to their peers of the same 
age” (Pace, Lauterbach, Murano, & Dembek, 2018).  The projection is that struggling students 
often find themselves with minimal to no support once they enter high school.  Dropping out of 
high school is the pinnacle of disengagement from school with extreme social and economic 
repercussions for students, their families, and communities.  The likelihood of unemployment, 
reduced salary earnings, public assistance, and even prison, is more probable for high school 
dropouts (Christle, C. A., Jolivette, K., & Nelson, C. M., 2007). 
The main goal of the NJDOE was to guarantee every child graduate prepared for college 




of Educational Progress (NAEP) ranked New Jersey 50 out of 51 states; over 40% of third 
graders failed to read on their grade level, preparation for life after graduation was dismal, as 
remediation was required for 90% of students entering community colleges (NJDOE, 2011).  
Quality educational opportunities are often scarce in poverty-stricken neighborhoods with a high 
volume of underprivileged students.  These schools are severely under-funded (Public Education 
Funding, 2018). 
It is important to understand the impact of federal legislation on our nation’s states and 
districts.  School districts are pressured with annual targets of reaching proficiency performance 
and adequate yearly progress (AYP).  These identified Priority schools are described as the 
weakest performing schools in need of improvement and severe intervention.  These schools 
include 10% of the lowest-performing subgroup achievement, a graduation rate below 75%, and 
the widest gaps in achievement between different subgroups of students (Regional Achievement 
Centers, 2011).  Moreover, in 2015 the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and the School 
Breakfast Program (SBP) included the Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) to high-poverty 
districts.  CEP provides free breakfast and lunch to schools in poor communities without the 
required formality of completing the household income application annually (Letter from USDA 
& USED, 2015).  
The research problem of this study was to examine the relationship between student 
factors gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically Black and Latino, and grade levels, and 
Middle school student achievement in two Priority schools in Passaic County, NJ. 
Simultaneously, these Priority schools are in their final year of the Regional Achievement 
Center’s (RAC) delivery and support to these schools.  This study independently analyzed 





Research indicates disagreement among policymakers, researchers, and practitioners as to 
the level of public investment in low-performing schools.  According to related research, existing 
gaps in knowledge are used as the strategic point in turning around failing schools.  This research 
study aimed to determine if student factors gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically Black 
and Latino, and grade levels in these Priority schools had an impact on student performance.  
This research could potentially offer promising guidance to school leaders in strategically 
improving the performance of the subgroups identified in this study.  Stakeholders, such as 
educators, parents, community members, boards, and policymakers may be informed on the level 
of effective interventions and educational reforms for identified subgroups proposed and tracked 
by the RAC.  Moreover, by studying student achievement gaps across subgroups and providing 
detailed data that may determine identifiable practices that may make a difference in academic 
performance, this study has the potential to effectively inform outcome practices imposed by 
school leaders. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this quantitative predictive analysis study was to examine the strength and 
effectiveness of student achievement in two Priority schools and their subgroups’ gender, ELL, 
race/ethnicity, more specifically Black and Latino, as measured by Language Arts PARCC 
2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade scores.  A major goal was to understand if student 
characteristics mentioned above in these schools influenced an effect on enhancing student 





Significance of the Study 
Understanding the impact of ensuring specific student learning objectives and its 
alignment to curriculum and Common Core Curriculum Standards (CCSS), and multiple 
instruction and response strategies that meet student learning needs on gender, race/ethnicity, 
ELL, and grade levels and their achievement makes this study important.  The study will assist in 
identifying supportive strategies for early and sustainable achievement throughout student 
academic trajectories.  This research adds to existing research while offering promising strategies 
for national, state, and district guidance for policymakers.  Evidence in the literature provides 
valuable data and guidelines on improved learning conditions for urban public school 
administrators.  By demonstrating if there’s a strength or not can provide meaningful 
professional development impacting the performance of student factors represented in the 
classroom.  Stakeholders such as educators, parents, community members, boards, and 
policymakers are informed of state interventions and educational reforms.  Moreover, studying 
student achievement gaps across subgroups provides detailed data and definitive research that 
determine identifiable practices that make a difference in academic performance.  Additionally, 
as an early warning approach, this study may align curriculum and standards at all grade levels.  
Furthermore, this strengthens research to effectively inform practice.  Institutional leaders can 
have an advantage in predictive academic gain techniques (ECAR Working Group Paper, 2015). 
Research Question 
The study was grounded by an overarching research question: What is the Relationship 
Between Student Factors and Middle School Student Achievement?  
Hypothesis 




ELL, and grade levels influences student achievement.  
Theoretical Perspective 
The Education Production Function (EPF) was the foundational groundwork for this 
research (Todd, 2003).  EPF furnished a concept of combining input (independent) and output 
(dependent) variables that could be analyzed for an effect.  The independent variable (subgroups’ 
gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically Black and Latino, and grade levels in two Priority 
schools) fulfilled federal mandates in public schools.  The dependent variable (performance 
scores on the English Language Arts statewide PARCC assessment) was the output used in this 
research.  This gave the researcher a panoramic view of what the school provided based on 
NCLB waiver legislation of the ELA test scores deemed as the measurable product of 
proficiency mandated by NCLB.  Hanushek (1998) and Krueger (1998, 2000) used an input of 
data on expenditure, and an output of the National Assessment of Educational Progress test 
scores 3.  Krueger concluded that an increase in expenditure led to adequate gains in test scores, 
while Hanushek found limited strength and a relationship between expenditures and test score 
performance (Todd, 2003, p. 20).  
Definition of Terms 
Achievement Gap: Achievement gaps occur when one group of students (such as 
students grouped by race/ethnicity, gender) outperforms another group and the difference in 
average scores for the two groups is statistically significant on standardized tests taken 
simultaneously that is larger than the margin of error (NAEP, 2015).  
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): is the measure by which all schools (including high 
schools), districts, and states are held accountable under Title I for NCLB (Joftus, S. & Maddox-




school students are compared to prior years and are used to determine if the school has made 
adequate progress towards the proficiency goal (Department of Education, 2001). 
Graduation Rate: NCLB defines graduation rate as the percentage of students, measured 
from the beginning of high school, who graduated with a regular diploma in the standard number 
of years (Joftus, S. & Maddox-Dolan, B., 2003). 
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP): is the largest national 
database on students’ academic information in various subject areas.  The results are not reported 
for individual students, but groups of students with similar characteristics as in-school location, 
race, gender, and ethnicity available in mathematics and reading.  The report includes Grades 4, 
8, and 12 (NAEP, 2015). 
No Child Left Behind: The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 is a federal law focused 
on raising standardized assessment scores of all students in English Language Arts Literacy and 
Mathematics (NJDOE, 2016c). 
Priority Schools: are the lowest five percent proficiency performing Title I schools 
receiving School Improvement Grant (SIG) funding (Definitions of Priority, Focus, and Reward 
Schools, 2012).  
Proficiency: is commonly measured by national or state standardized measures, and in 
some states, age/grade assessments of literacy. A rating of “proficient” generally means that a 
student has mastered age/grade level expectations (Ceelo Fast Fact, 2014). 
Quality School Review (QSR): is a quality assessment of the school’s current 
performance and its high quality needs that are aligned to the eight research-based turnaround 
principles to support student learning and teacher practice (RAC, 2012).  




nine field-based Regional Achievement Centers were launched specifically to deliver a service of 
support and school improvement to our most struggling schools (RAC, 2012). 
School Improvement Plan (SIP): Specifically planned actions to target the needs 
outlined in the QSR as developed by administrators, teachers, parents, and other district leaders 
(RAC, 2012). 
Conclusion 
Academic achievement has been a long bleak road to improvement.  The consistent 
decline in the academic landscape over decades points to impoverished students, which creates a 
domino effect on college readiness as well.  Minority subgroups within race/ethnicity, more 
specifically, Blacks and Latinos, consistently perform poorly academically.  This research aimed 
to identify the impact of student factors and academic achievement in two Priority schools. 
These Priority schools participated in a modeled collaboration with Regional Achievement 
Centers imposed by the Department of Education as a result of federal mandates, to improve 
underprivileged students’ academic achievement.   
If schools are being held accountable for improving teaching and student learning, 
policymakers at all levels of the educational system — regional and state levels as well as the 
national level — should also be expected to support the capacity required to produce improved 
teaching and learning (Ryan, 2013).  To turn around the state’s lowest-performing schools, Title 
I School Improvement Grants (SIG) had to implement strategies, such as replacement of at least 
50% staff, open and close charter schools, and replace principals.  Regional Achievement 
Centers (RACs) were staffed with experts with a mission to turn around and improve the lowest-
performing schools in New Jersey.  It was a system of supervision and observation to deliver a 







In 2011, the New Jersey Department of Education remained committed to matriculating 
students through high school with the tools to successfully enter college and career.  The goal 
was to ambitiously close achievement gaps while encouraging high performers to compete with 
their peers.  As a result, increased capacity was implemented in two important areas in particular.  
The academic focus included instruction, curriculum, assessment, and standards; the other 
included innovative high-quality delivery (NJDOE).   
By 2012, Governor Christie announced his support to reform the quality of education 
with new and innovative initiatives (NJDOE, 2012).  Also in 2012, Commissioner Christopher 
Cerf declared his buttress to the lowest-performing schools in New Jersey by implementing eight 
turnaround principles (NJDOE, 2012).  Regional Achievement Centers (RACs) were launched as 
hands-on performance-based models to implement eight turnaround principles in Priority schools 
that served underprivileged students with low performance (NJDOE, 2012).  
The foundations of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) require states to monitor and make 
instructional changes that impact the performance landscape of students in disadvantaged 
schools receiving School Improvement Grants (SIG) (Briggs, 2013).  NCLB waivers accepted by 
states such as New Jersey supported academic transformation with School Improvement Plans 
(SIP) that helped develop and define enhanced student performance by implementing effective 
instructional practices (Rhim, 2011).  Teachers received high-quality research-based 
instructional support from the RAC based on Common Core Curriculum Standards (CCSS) and 




initiatives aligned to high expectations.  The RAC provided leadership and coordination to 
support instruction.  However, this study focuses on student factors that affect student 
achievement, and not teacher factors. 
For example, a study conducted by the Gates Foundation initiated a Measure of Effective 
Teacher project and found that teachers who promoted strong conceptual knowledge in their 
students produced gains on achievement tests (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010).  
NCLB’s purpose was to provide equal educational opportunities for historically disadvantaged 
students to increase national standards.  Additionally, teachers were held to a high standard of 
best practices to further promote academic achievement.  NCLB required all states to show a 
report card of test scores to include subgroups of “race, ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic status, 
special education, limited English proficiency, qualifications of teachers, and more” (Chapman, 
2007).   
By studying student characteristics in Priority schools, and examining the results of 
PARCC scores for 6th, 7th, and 8th grade, school leaders and policymakers can potentially 
improve student performance with a level of effectiveness when instructional practices are 
implemented. 
A rigorous inquiry of Regional Achievement Centers as a reform initiative and its 
relationship to student achievement revealed limited information on its efficacy within the 
NJDOE.  The researcher examined other states that received SIG funding through Title I, and 
their approach to research-based instruction in low-performing school districts within those 
states, as models similar to the support of the RAC.  This chapter includes a review of literature 
relevant to this study’s student factors, and the relationship of student achievement in failing 




Behind and New Jersey Waiver, PARCC and Student Achievement, Gender and Student 
Achievement, English Language Learners and Student Achievement, Black and Latino Ethnicity 
and Student Achievement, New Jersey Waiver-What and Why, Effective Instruction as a 
Turnaround, State Turnaround Initiatives in Effective Instruction, and New Jersey Regional 
Achievement Centers. 
No Child Left Behind and New Jersey Waiver 
Over four decades ago, A Nation at Risk report was released by the National Commission 
of Excellence in Education (1981) of a failing educational system.  Achievement tests and 
standards-based educational reform evolved through this report.  More specifically, the 
recommendations of the report include curriculum, expectations, time on task, and improving 
teacher preparation (U.S. Dept. Ed., 1983c).  It’s important to note that over 30 years after the 
For Each and Every Child (2013) report, improved academic achievement is still being pursued.  
The initiative for improved schools, curriculum, and teaching advancement has not been 
dramatic. 
Moreover, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 enacted Title I 
federal funding to improve low-performing disadvantaged K-12 students.  Title I school districts 
serve low-income students, providing classroom textbooks and library books, special education 
centers, fund scholarships for low-income college students, support federal and local educational 
agencies, and improve and monitor the quality of elementary and secondary education as in 
school intervention programs, teacher training, and advocacy for disadvantaged populations.  
ESEA was reauthorized through Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA), and was 
responsible for shifting ESEA’s focus to the needs of all students.  The shift pointed to higher 




targeted to areas of greatest needs.  A focus on teaching and learning, and flexibility coupled 
with responsibility for student performance (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 1996b).   
Furthermore, this gave states and localities increased flexibility to innovatively operate 
their own federally funded education programs.  As the years progressed into the 2000s, the 
majority of the states showed progress in the area of standards-based education reform, which 
springboarded the testing revolution.  No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) followed in early 2000 
with George W. Bush enforcing a mandate of 100% proficiency by 2014 (Bethany & Hill, 2016).  
Stringent demands followed by the federal government with an emphasis on performance ability 
to support struggling schools.  These schools were accountable for analyzing socio-economic 
status and subgroup disaggregated data.  Proficiency in performance is measured annually with 
standardized assessments aligned to state standards.  Murphy and Ouijdani (2010) noted 16% of 
state resources were used for accountability purposes such as reporting results and penalty 
procedures for improvement.  Bracey (2006) warns of only using test scores as a single form of 
evaluation.  He further stated investigating the number of special programs in comparison to 
student academic difficulties should be considered.  NCLB was the most comprehensive attempt 
at educational reform.  NCLB directed great emphasis to Grades K-8, with testing requirements 
in Grades 3–8.   
NCLB’s purpose was to provide equal educational opportunities for historically 
disadvantaged students in the promotion to increase national standards.  Additionally, teachers 
were held to a high standard of best practices to further promote academic achievement.  NCLB 
required all states to show a report card of test scores to include subgroups “race, ethnicity, 
gender, socioeconomic status, special education, limited English proficiency, qualifications of 




drastically modified the process of classroom instruction because of state standards, test-based 
content, and school culture concerning accountability (Roderick, 2016).  High-stakes testing 
policies were explored for intended and unintended consequences.  A report in No Small Change 
(2005) suggested states have designed especially standardized assessments for single purposes 
such as retention and graduation.   
Researchers warned that testing might be harmful to at-risk students while having an 
adverse effect on the curriculum (Roderick, 2016).  According to NCLB, every school is 
accountable for the success of every elementary and secondary student (Bush, 2001).  The major 
shift of this act was shifting accountability from the national to the state level to accommodate 
individual needs.  Now schools had to describe and define the success of K–12 student success 
by requiring annual state-wide standardized tests for students, demonstrating their schools’ 
achievement in certain standards.  Benchmark standards of achievement, along with an emphasis 
on qualified teachers, was a major focus. 
With much debate over the measure of involvement of the federal role in schools, 
President Obama offered state waivers as a resolution.  As in the Nation at Risk 1983 report 
influencing shifts in educational reform, President Obama’s Blueprint for Reform 2010 report 
announced the country’s stagnation behind other countries as a failing mark (Gross, 2016).  This 
report birthed a plan to renovate the former law through state waivers; if accepted, it would allow 
a new prescribed policy.  The five priorities included: “(a) college and career-ready students, (b) 
great teachers and leaders in every school, (c) equity and opportunity for all students, (d) raise 
the bar and reward excellence, and (e) promote innovation and continuous improvement 
(Yurchak, 2013).”  This waiver transferred common requirements for all states to separate 




updated curriculum and assessments that met global achievement standards, aligned to the 
successful pursuit of college and career readiness.  Education Secretary Arne Duncan explained 
waivers as “ambitious goals and bright transparency of NCLB while cutting the federal red tape 
that has prevented states from adopting sensible school improvements” (Chubb & Clark, 2013). 
As a condition to state waiver approval was the adoption of the Common Core State 
Standards (CCSS) in English Language Arts and Mathematics (Cerf, 2012).  These standards 
were aligned to the Model Curriculum in June 2012.  Funds managed by the states were used to 
enhance systems as in CCSS.  The National Governors Association Center for Best Practices 
(NGA Center) and the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) both led the states in the 
CCSS initiative.   
The purpose of the Model Curriculum was to aid in the smooth implementation of CCSS.  
It was composed of Student Learning Objectives that forecast learning points, simplifying the 
level of rigor expected.  Six weeks of formative assessments were included (Model Curriculum, 
2012).  Lesson plans could easily be adopted with a target of proficiency aligned to CCSS.   
PARCC and Student Achievement 
New Jersey also adopted the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and 
Careers (PARCC) as an acceptance to state waivers (Yurchak, 2016).  PARCC is a state-selected 
assessment used to evaluate student achievement in terms of college and career readiness.  All 
states were to make it accessible to everyone, including students with disabilities and English 
learners.   
U. S. Department of Education (2013) announced PARCC as: 
Comprehensive assessment systems that are valid, support and inform instruction, 




achievement against standards, including those that are typically hard to measure, 
designed to ensure that all students gain the knowledge and skills needed to succeed in 
college and the workplace (p. 3).  
School districts throughout the United States used high-stakes written assessments as a 
measurement for student achievement.  These assessments could be used as a summative, 
diagnostic, and formative tool for the use of improvement.  NCLB used these assessments as a 
numeric indication of student achievement.  This tool marked the unsuccessful goal of all 
students achieving an adequate yearly progress target (AYPT) of proficiency by 2014 (Tienken 
and Orlich, 2013).   
In the promotion of high-stakes testing such as PARCC, supporters assert that CCCS 
boosted student performance, motivated reach of high standards, and addressed achievement 
gaps (Roderick, 2016).  Moreover, Cizek (2005) determined positive aspects of high-stakes 
testing as it related to increased professional development for educators, accommodations for 
students with special needs, equipped teacher workforce, accessible student performance for 
parents, and accelerated student achievement.  Phelps’s (2011) research determined that high-
stakes tests on a large scale have positive effects on student achievement.  This positive effect 
was found in his quantitative analysis of over 177 studies.  In 2002, Phelps argued that these 
same styles of assessments provided reliable measures of student performance.  However, 
Tanner (2007) resolved that standardized testing has a negative impact on public education.   
Nevertheless, a high school must still comply with outlined provisions such as the 
sanctions for inadequate yearly progress (AYP).  Schools received a score labeled “in need of 
improvement” or “failure school” if AYP was not achieved.  The law mandated the choice option 




transportation cost until the status improved.  Supplemental educational services were the next 
resource available to schools that did not meet AYP.  Further infractions included adopting a 
new curriculum, replacing staff, and hiring outside contractors.  When the school was labeled an 
“F” school, students could transfer to a better school at the expense of the school.  NCLB relied 
solely on student data to include test scores, with slight attention to graduation rates.  Students 
were to graduate high school with passing scores in their states indicating proficiency in reading 
and math, as intended by NCLB.  How well the state progressed towards this goal was the 
essential question asked by Harman (Harman et al., 2016). 
Gender and Student Achievement 
Gender differences exist cross-culturally in student achievement on multinational levels 
(Lynn 2009).  This evidence was collected by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD), administered by the Programme for International Student Assessment 
(PISA).  Gender variations were found on these tests across all nations.   
Similarly, Reilly (2012) concluded cultural factors as a reason for gender inequalities.  
While gender differences are usually small, the exception was found in the gender gap of reading 
proficiency.  In the trends below, between PISA 2000 and PISA 2009, girls outperform boys in 
reading (OECD, 2011). 
A clear picture emerges from the analysis of this range of measures: girls outperform 
boys (especially in English).  The tendency for these differences to widen over time is likely to 
favor girls.  In Figure 1, gender gaps widen over a nine-year period.  Girls rank 39 points higher, 
showing a 20% increase from 2000.  While these findings are worldwide, the data remains 
consistent with the discoveries in this study.  For every unit change in females, there was an 





Figure 1. Comparing gender differences 2000–2009 
Note: “Girls’ and boys’ reading performance since 2000,” in PISA 2009 at a Glance, OECD 
(2010, p. 41).  
English Language Learners and Student Achievement 
Student mobility and changing demographics demand a shift in the instructional practices 
provided to English Language Learners (ELL) students.  All public schools in the United States 
are required to provide equal opportunity regardless of race, gender, and English proficiency 
under the Equal Education Opportunities Act (EEOA) (Miller & Katsiyannis, 2014).  Nordmeyer 
(2012) identified that the ELL population requires an innovative delivery of strategic instruction 
(Nordmeyer, 2012).  NCLB has distinguished the ELL subgroup as having achievement gaps 




substandard instruction.  ELLs in public schools face the following concerns: 
“The best and most appropriate method to provide language and content instruction to 
ELLs according to their grade level and resources available in the school; the need for 
testing and evaluation instruments that fairly and adequately measure progress on 
language and core curriculum; the best teacher and principal training and development to 
ensure a supportive and successful environment for ELLs … to the national workforce 
and economy” (Each and Every Child, 2013, p. 13).   
Conversely, families coming from other countries with language challenges were 
flooding schools in the United States, with some of these students outperforming students in the 
states (Garrett & Holcomb, 2005).  With that in mind, intervention and enrichment are necessary 
for ELL students based on individual levels of proficiency.  Additionally, according to Garrett & 
Holcomb, school districts must invest in early intervention at the start of the ELL students’ start 
in the district to promote positive student achievement (2005).  
Black and Hispanic Ethnicity and Student Achievement 
For Each and Every Child (2013) reports severe inequities in the U.S as the public school 
demographics have altered drastically.  Over a ten-year span leading up to 2009, African 
American and Hispanic students increased from 33% to 39% attending public schools.  White 
students were noted as a minority in over 11 states and rising.  It is projected that the United 
States would rise above other poverty-stricken countries if the US African Americans and 
Hispanics would even reach the academic performance of Whites in the US at that time (For 
Each and Every Child, 2013). 
Reardon pointed out NCLB’s mission was to close the achievement gap by 2014 through 




larger among children born in 2001 than among those born 25 years earlier (p. 6).”  Reardon 
added family income is a stronger predictor of the gap than the education level of parents, 
outlined as income inequality.  Berliner (2016) asserted, the scores of affluent white children 
scored at high levels, and black children scored equivalent to third world countries unless it was 
disaggregated by the requirements of NCLB.  Darling and Hammond, in 2007, stated poorer 
schools spend ten times less than wealthier public schools, contributing to the achievement gap.  
The Education Trust announced students in low-income districts received fewer dollars per pupil 
than students in other districts (Rebell, 2016).   
In another article, Darling-Hammond (2004) summarized the disparity of schools serving 
students of color and low income having fewer teachers, materials, books, supplies, computers, 
activities, counselors, and special services documented in federal statistics and lawsuits.  NCLB 
allocations to low-income students were under 10% of the school’s total spending, making it 
difficult to correct these conditions as well as proficiency scores by 2014.  The laws focused on 
test scores and mandated progress ignored the many struggling readers without requiring 
equitable and adequate funding.  Studies show that although student achievement varied among 
the characteristics of students, it was the same if the school was failing or not (Northrop, 2015).  
NCLB pressures of AYP influenced change in teacher instructional practices also 
reflected differences in school and district teacher quality, their resources, and socio-
demographics of students (Northrop, 2015).  The larger community was a contributing factor to 
drop out.   
More specifically, social, political, and economic factors are considered along with one’s 
developmental history, educational experiences, and current circumstances.  A 19-year study 




individual and family stressors, lower sixth-grade school performance, lower high school 
achievement, low motivation, and drug use, were high probability for dropping out (Christle et 
al., 2007).  Early school failure weakens the attachment to school, which ultimately leads to drop 
out.  Additional factors include test scores, special education services, grade retention, and 
engagement behaviors.  Students from low-income families are 2.4 times more likely to drop out 
of high school than middle-income students, which indicates a relationship between 
socioeconomic status (SES) and high school dropout.  Black students are at a higher proportion 
of dropping out than Whites, and Hispanic students are even greater (Christle et al., 2007). 
Studies such as Christle’s express a wide array of predictors in low student achievement, 
from motivation and student engagement to behavioral problems and parent education.  This 
research, coupled with other studies, reveal indicators of cyclic trends in student achievement 
that force policymakers and educators to pilot interventions such as the RAC’s strategy of 
support to improve performance.  
The reading performance of high school students is an urgent problem in education.  
Resources follow effective solutions.  ESSA requires three levels of evidence to receive funding, 
where a study shows significant positive outcomes ranging from strong, moderate, and 
promising.  Programs with proven success receive funding.  
Reading performance is used to show accountability.  The population influences attention 
to address the need, but the solution demands the funds.  As a result, reading programs, 
curriculum, and schedules must produce the data necessary to accommodate local, state, and 
national accountability. 
More specifically, PISA demonstrates the disparities between socio-economic status and 




show the results of quality education as their reading performance is higher than the OECD 
average but weaker in the relationship between socio-economic status and reading performance.  
Quite often in many countries, socioeconomic status is a strong influence determining the quality 
of educational opportunity.  Private schools are more selective to families who can afford costly 
tuition, which is generally associated with quality education.  Low-income families, however, are 
forced to live in low-income neighborhoods, surrounded by poor performing public schools.  
Research such as in this study promotes efforts of increased equity and reduced 
achievement gaps through the turnaround principles as demonstrated in the RAC’s approach to 
student achievement.  Although socioeconomic status (SES) was not identified as a controlled 
variable, its impact on income, educational attainment, financial security, and selection of 
schools certainly coexist as factors in academic achievement. In particular, quality of life can be 
attributed to opportunities and privileges afforded to students and where they are educated. 
 
Figure 2. Segregation of Advantaged and Disadvantaged Students 




Furthermore, Common Core State Standards (CCSS) is a result of reported accountability 
that noted an increasing number of students graduating with deficient literacy skills (Baye et al., 
2018).  CCSS clearly outlines the literate skillsets of a high school student, which include the 
ability to read literature and informational text, engage in meaningful conversation with coherent 
arguments, and expand literacy beyond the written text.  This includes proficient writing 
samples, as well as technology-savvy texts that include pictures, games, videos, and blogs (Baye 
et al., 2018).  This is complementary to workplace expectations that also include problem-
solving, collaboration, and discussion.  Research provided an example of reading performance 
approved under ESSA standards.  Baye reports cooperative learning and innovative classroom 
strategies had a strong impact on reading achievement in Grades 6–12 (Baye et al., 2018).  
Instructional Coaching and Student Achievement 
Teemant’s study of Black, low-income, and ELL participants, along with the target of 
improved teacher instruction and student achievement, mirrored the student factor variables of 
this study (2013).  Teemant assessed the results of an instructional coaching model designed for 
urban teachers providing instruction to students with high economic disparities.  The study 
incorporated the research-based sociocultural principles five standards of Effective Pedagogy to 
include: 
“(a) Joint Productive Activity, a teacher and small group of students creating a shared 
product together; (b) Language and Literacy Development, employing sustained 
opportunities to read, write, or speak with assistance; (c) Contextualization, activating 
students’ knowledge and skills from home, school, and community to learn new content; 
(d) Challenging Activities, providing students with performance standards, assistance, 




engaging a small group of students in a sustained, student-dominated, goal-directed 
academic conversation by questioning for rationales and assisting learning” (Tharp et al., 
2000). 
Furthermore, for this sociocultural theory to be effective, the process of learning requires 
a space of interaction between the student and teacher, called the zone of proximal development 
(ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1997).  The Standards Performance Continuum (SPC) was designed to 
measure fidelity of the five standards instructional model (Teemant, 2013).  The outcomes of 
Teemant’s study revealed that instructional coaching led to statistically significant pedagogical 
performance and sustainability.  
Other studies with the SPC and constancy to the five standards instructional model 
showed improved student achievement, in particular for English Language Learners (Tharp et 
al., 2000).  In 2011, Teemant also conducted another study of a similar intervention that closed 
the gap between high and low implementers in the classroom, demonstrating the value of 
coaching for improving instructional practice (2013).  Succeeding studies in 2012 with Teemant 
and Housman demonstrated correlational evidence of Language Arts improvement.  
Effective Instruction as a Turnaround 
All school turnaround efforts have improved achievement included as a target goal.  It is 
extremely critical in turning around low-performing schools.  This must be assessed, identified, 
and implemented effectively in underperforming schools.  Improving state support to low-
performing schools and districts is the central challenge of the next phase of education reform 
(Reville et al., 2005).  Districts receiving School Improvement Grants (SIG) commit to the 
turnaround structural and procedural changes necessary for improvement.  While these changes 




restructured school must make a quick shift in emphasis from structural reconfiguration to the 
microscopic examination of each student’s learning and careful attention to each staff member’s 
performance (p. 300).  
SIG is granted to districts in the strongest need and commitment to hit the achievement 
targets.  Research shows the teacher’s role is instrumental in high-performing, high-poverty 
schools.  The Center for Public Education (2005) acknowledged teachers as a leading cause to 
academic success in schools.  Marzano (2002), in a review of studies, found that teachers have a 
significant effect on student achievement.  Hanushek (2002) noted teachers of top quality can get 
quality learning in one year’s time versus those who are not good teachers.  It is imperative for 
teachers in low-performing schools to provide high-quality instruction.  Districts receiving SIG 
must develop School Improvement Plans designed to improve the school.  State educational 
agencies are an instrumental part of the compliance of effective instruction.  Turnaround schools 
partner with state agencies to build the capacity necessary to support local-level change (Rhim, 
2001). 
This requires new tools and insight into teaching practices that diagnose both strengths 
and weaknesses for teacher development (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010).  Moreover, 
in 2009 the Gates Foundation initiated a Measure of Effective Teacher project to improve the 
quality of teacher effectiveness through valuable feedback that inspires development.  The 
measurements included student gains on assessments, classroom observation and teacher 
feedback, teacher content levels, student perceptions on the classroom environment, and 
teacher’s perception of instructional support.   
The results pointed to four ways of improving teacher practices: value-added data on the 




evaluations, and data delivery in a timely manner (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010). 
State Turnaround Initiatives in Effective Instruction  
The Office of School Turnaround (OST) partnered with states to provide technical 
support for innovative turnaround efforts, which is part of the U.S. Department of Education.  In 
2012, OST established the Turnaround Peer-to-Peer Learning Initiative providing concrete 
intensive support to over 20 states in implementing effective instructional practices.  As State 
Education Agencies (SEAs), Florida, Illinois, Maryland, Minnesota, and Missouri placed a 
priority on research-based instructional practices to their SIG districts.  These four components 
are the support from SEA for promoting effective turnaround: 
1. The highest priority is placed on teaching and learning 
2. Partnerships are strengthened to ensure equity 
3. Structural and technical assistance is provided to districts and schools, and 
4. High-quality instructional support embedded in research-based practices 
Championing Effective Instruction (2013) declared: Districts must be engaged in helping 
schools implement best practices at the classroom level, which raises the challenge of how states 
can engage with districts in ways that directly affect the classroom (p. 5, Part II).   
Research-based instructional practices have no one proven way; however, everyone 
committing to “change” is necessary for instructional improvement.  Although change can be 
considered a commonality across states, they very well differ in their approaches, emphases, 
philosophies, and processes, as this varied information helps in the turnaround work: 
Florida 
Florida’s annual achievement goal was to reduce the percentage of students in their two 




Florida adopted the Common Core standards and participation in the Partnership for Assessment 
of Readiness for College and Careers in English and Math, which have similar features to New 
Jersey’s strategy of intervention (PARCC, 2011).  In the transition to new standards and 
assessments, educators’ evaluations were determined 50% by student growth, 50% by 
professional practice (McNeil, 2011).   
Florida extended its capacity for providing instruction through a clear vision and new 
roles for staff to facilitate systemic change.  The Florida Department of Education (FDE) 
supported its lowest-performing schools through the Differentiated Accountability (DA) State 
System of School Improvement.  The DA distributed resources within five regions of over 100 
staff serving 350 schools.  The DA system evaluated their theory working directly with schools 
and recognized flaws in its effectiveness.  As a result, their agency moved to a position of 
“listening, learning, sharing, then doing … and in that order” (Championing Effective 
Instruction, 2013, p. 7 Part III).  Florida’s collaborative role includes: teachers and leaders as 
strategic tools; instructional leaders are colleagues collaborating to improve instructional 
practice; everyone models and facilitates professional development as adult learners; and this 
staff uses data to clarify and inform continuous improvement.  The state’s vision and shift in 
staff roles pointed at systemic factors affecting instructional quality at the district office first, 
then implementation within the schools to effect better results in student achievement. 
Florida initiated an up-close, in-person approach to modeling and supporting teachers, 
which had a strengthened and improved impact on student achievement.  Florida targeted the 
same low-performing Priority and Focus schools with teams located in designated regions, 






The Missouri Turnaround Network (MTN) promoted instructional improvement through 
focused differentiated technical assistance in turnaround settings.  Missouri’s hybrid approach 
worked with district liaisons and each turnaround site building continuous capacity for 
improvement.  The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education oversaw 58 
Priority SIG schools supported by the (MTN).  Missouri discovered a key action of 
distinguishing schools and district visits between monitoring visits and casual visits helped to 
minimize drift in implementing the schools’ SIG plans.  The MTN coordinator and resource 
specialist worked directly in SIG schools developing internal accountability for change through 
regular meetings focused on attendance and behavior, targeting achievement, building leadership 
capacity, and reviewing data.  Their function for improving instruction included: a review of the 
SIG plan and implementation record; monthly accountability meetings; reviewing of a data 
dashboard to include benchmark assessment data; staffing concerns and adjustments; and 
coaching public impact (2007).  
Moreover, MTN instructional support in the classroom included principal walkthroughs, 
surveys of teacher-student perceptions, an increased focus on literacy, and professional 
development provided by Regional Professional Development Centers (RPDC) (Championing 
Effective Instruction, 2013). 
Illinois  
To add greater capacity, Illinois and Minnesota are two states that partnered across 
regions to support rigorous, research-based high-quality instructional expertise and training in 
turnaround schools.  Illinois made three changes toward effective instruction: First, the Illinois 




system aligned to standards of effective practice (Illinois Board of Education Performance 
Advisory Council, n.d.).  Second, the Eight Essential Elements for Effective Education is a 
common language process of identifying gaps and measuring progress.  The eight elements 
include Assessment, Introduction, Curriculum, Community and Family, Conditions for Learning, 
Leadership, Professional Development, and Comprehensive Planning to improve student 
achievement (Illinois State Board of Education 2012).   
And third, the Illinois State Board of Education partnered with Illinois Statewide System 
of Support (SSOS), and then with the Illinois Center for School Improvement in 2012 to provide 
research-based support services, as in regional offices that serve public schools and districts, and 
lead partners assisting with turnaround activities, such as recruiting, curriculum, and auditing.   
Minnesota 
Minnesota’s annual achievement goal was to reduce the percentage of students below 
proficiency by half (Ushomirsky, 2011).  Minnesota has adopted the Common Core standards 
and participates in a Common Core state assessment for English Language Arts.  The math 
assessments are approved by state institutions of higher education.  Educator evaluations are 
35% student growth and a variety of options for the other 65% (McNeil, 2011).  Minnesota 
shifted from a centralized system to regional partnerships with Regional Centers of Excellence 
providing two-tiered support at the district and school level.  A director, math and reading 
specialist, and special education specialist assist in implementing research-based practices in 
quality of instruction.  Their role was to meet with SIG schools to review and implement school 
improvement plans, review, and modify curriculum as needed.  The state implemented the 
Indistar system called “Northern Star” to track the school’s improvement and provide coaching.  




Resources (CESTAR), an electronic communication tool for efficient recording and planning for 
accountability (Redding, 2007). 
Minnesota used the ‘I do, we do, you do’ model that teachers use in the classroom to 
ensure demonstration of learning, except in this case, the Regional Centers of Excellence staff 
provided the modeling and prompting to the teachers.  Similar to this research, statewide goals 
were established with a focus on ensuring excellence as to closing gaps within subgroups. 
Maryland 
Finally, Maryland’s state education agency supported SIG schools by actively aligning 
and integrating expertise and knowledge in research-based instruction to improve achievement.  
They serve directly in the lowest-performing schools working in partnership with the district’s 
turnaround office.  The Breakthrough Center is the state hub for monitoring compliance and 
performance with a focus on quality teaching and learning.  Their core strategies are to advance 
and accelerate school performance, nurture a supportive school community, and develop 
instructional leaders.  The specialists are visible in the SIG schools at least five days a month 
modeling and supporting lesson plan preparation, instructional best practices, providing 
feedback, conducting observations (Rhim, 2008).  Twice a year an official walkthrough is done 
in every class, observing every program to include policy and procedures in the school, which is 
a more relaxed implementation of support than New Jersey’s weekly schedule of support to 
teachers.  The critical observation is to identify necessary changes in practice, student data, 
teaching practices, and routines and norms that affect student achievement.  Detailed feedback is 
offered and reviewed with the staff for questions and other recommendations.  Everyone takes 
ownership in implementing instructional school improvement.  The process has been 




instructional support with the target of continual high performance. 
California 
Moreover, the American Institutes for Research (2011) conducted a study of a sample of 
California schools.  Instructional strategies did not stand alone, but were noted as the number one 
strategy for turning around low-performing school achievement by the principals, using seven 
years of data from 2003–2010.  Years 1–3, from 2003–04 to 2005–06, included data before 
turnaround strategies.  Years 4–6, from 2006–07 to 2008–09, included turnaround data, and Year 
7, 2009–10, included sustained turnaround.  The school samples applied strategies to include 
intensive language programs to improve learning, implement instructional strategies such as 
English Language Development (ELD), Response to Intervention (RTI), and Sheltered 
Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) model (2011).  In particular, these strategies 
incorporated English language proficiency expansion, ensured access to grade-level content, 
scaffolding connected to new content to students’ prior knowledge, coupled with collaboration 
among students, while embracing curriculum material (2011).  The results were significant as the 
Academic Performance Index (API) showed the same patterns for improvement over time, where 
most schools ended up at about 800 in Year 7 (2011).  
Like this study implemented by RAC, consultants modeled lessons, enhanced lesson 
plans, and clarified teaching strategies with teachers providing up-close support.  Additionally, 
the strategies were implemented differently from school to school.  The principals recognized 
that improvement took time to achieve and sustain.  It is strongly suggested that federal and state 
policymakers present clearer criteria in determining measurable outcomes between low-
performing and goals successfully attained.  Blacks and/or Hispanics were the highest subgroups 




three middle, and two high schools.  The data revealed an increased gain in elementary over 
middle and high school over the seven years, implying the necessity for slow and steady growth 
(2011).   
 
Figure 3. Mean Scores from Sample Schools 2003–2010 
Note: From Turnaround Schools in California: Who Are They and What Strategies Do They 
Use? (2011, p. 8).  
To add, the Academic Performance Index showed gains in all sample schools (2011).  
 
Figure 4. Growth Performance Index from Sample Schools 2003–2010 
Note: From Turnaround Schools in California: Who Are They and What Strategies Do They 




Finally, school ranking was another student achievement illustration of gradual 
improvement. 
Table 2 
School Ranking from Sample Schools 2003–2010 
 
Note: From Turnaround Schools in California: Who Are They and What Strategies Do They 
Use? (2011, p. 10). 
New Jersey Regional Achievement Centers 
There is limited information on Regional Achievement Centers on the State Department 
of Education website.  The New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE) implemented 
Regional Achievement Centers as a shift in providing tangible service and support to low-
performing Priority and Focus schools.  There were 75 Priority schools and 183 Focus schools.  
Priority schools, which were the target of this study, were the lowest 5% proficiency (based on 
Top to Bottom Ranking) performing Title I schools for at least three years, receiving School 
Improvement Grant (SIG) funding (Definitions of Priority, Focus, and Reward Schools, 2012).   
Top to Bottom Ranking is a list of schools and their rank by performance. It’s based on 
student growth over time, student achievement, achievement gaps in mathematics, writing, 
reading, social studies, and science, school improvement over time, and graduation rate for 




Bottom list are identified as Priority Schools.  The two Priority schools in this study are among 
this group of low-achieving schools. 
Top-to-Bottom (TTB) list used the following business rules: 
1. All students with test scores who were a full academic year (FAY) were included. 
2. The school received a ranking if at least 30 (FAY) students were tested in either the 
elementary/middle school span or the high school span (or both) for each year in two 
or more subjects. 
3. A student with a performance level of 1 or 2 was considered proficient. 
4. Schools were rank-ordered using a proficiency index (weighted average of two years 
of achievement data), a progress index (two or four years of achievement data), and 
an achievement gap index (weighted average of two years of top/bottom 30% of 
students’ achievement data).  If available, schools also had graduation rate 
improvement included in their ranking calculation. 
5. Achievement was weighted more than improvement or achievement gaps because the 
focus was on persistently low-achieving schools.  Weighting achievement more 
heavily assured that the lowest-performing schools, unless they were improving 
significantly over time, would still receive the assistance and monitoring they needed 
to begin improvement and/or increase their improvement to a degree that would 
reasonably lead to adequate achievement levels (Top to Bottom Ranking, 2012).  
State Educational Agencies issued SIG specifically for Priority schools exhibiting an 
urgent need for funds.  The Priority schools committed to a plan for improving their low-
performing schools.  The Local Educational Agency (LEA) that serves Priority schools must 




turnaround model, restart model, school closure, or transformation model (Office of Grant 
Management, 2018).  
The purpose of this study was to identify what student characteristics such as subgroups’ 
gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically Black and Latino, are important in predicting 
student achievement in two Priority schools, while  the LEA used the turnaround model to 
represent a new approach coordinated through RAC.  RAC initiated seven field-based centers 
with the mission to improve New Jersey’s Priority and Focus schools.  RAC staff included an 
Executive Director and specialists who served designated regions to implement the following: 
● State Turnaround Coaches work with Priority school principals to ensure that 
interventions are cohesive and coordinated.   
● State Elementary Literacy Specialists work with school-level literacy coaches and 
teachers to continually monitor and improve PreK-5 literacy instruction and student 
achievement.   
● State Secondary Literacy Specialists work with school-level literacy coaches and 
teachers to continually monitor and improve Grades 6–12 literacy instruction and 
student achievement.   
● State Mathematics Specialists work with school level coaches and teachers to 
continually monitor and improve mathematics instruction and student achievement.   
● State Instructional Specialists work with school leaders and teachers to develop a 
common definition of effective teaching utilizing the district-adopted teacher 
effectiveness rubric.  Instructional Specialists also worked with school leaders to 
ensure they are able to accurately and reliably use the district rubric to identify and 




● State ELL Specialists work with administration and teachers to continuously improve 
learning opportunities for all ELL students.   
● State Climate and Culture Specialists work with the appropriate school staff to 
develop a climate for learning and a culture of high expectations through the 
implementation of a formal and research-based program and through effective family 
engagement focused on student achievement as well as climate and culture issues.   
● State Data Specialists provide training and on-going support to school leaders and 
data specialists embedded in schools in the effective presentation of school and 
classroom level climate, culture, and achievement data in order to improve the 
climate/culture and increase student achievement.   
● State Intervention/Special Education Specialists assist schools in implementing 
research-based programs to support special education students or those students two 
or more grade levels behind in literacy and/or mathematics.   
● Project Managers monitor the progress and success of RAC interventions, assisting in 
the delivery of coordinated, cohesive interventions (Regional Achievement Centers, 
2012, p. 7). 
With the aim of advancing low-performing schools, RAC instituted these eight turnaround 
principles in low-performing Priority and Focus schools: 
1. School Leadership: The principal has the ability to lead the turnaround effort  
2. School Climate and Culture: A climate conducive to learning and a culture of high 
expectations  
3. Effective Instruction: Teachers utilize research-based effective instruction to meet the 




4. Curriculum, Assessment, and Intervention System: Teachers have the foundational 
documents and instructional materials needed to teach the rigorous college and 
career-ready standards that have been adopted  
5. Effective Staffing Practices: The skills to better recruit, retain, and develop effective 
teachers and school leaders  
6. Enabling the Effective Use of Data: School-wide use of data focused on improving 
teaching and learning, as well as climate and culture  
7. Effective Use of Time: Time is designed to better meet student needs and increase 
teacher collaboration focused on improving teaching and learning  
8. Effective Family and Community Engagement: Increased academically focused 
family and community engagement (Regional Achievement Centers, 2012, p. 5) 
The RAC’s process was always aligned with the eight turnaround principles.  Based on 
these principles, a Quality School Review (QSR) needs analysis is performed in the school, 
established on thirty-seven indicators (Regional Achievement Centers, 2012).  QSR is similar to 
the baseline assessment for the school’s annual review.  As a result of the (QSR), a School 
Improvement Plan (SIP) is developed in collaboration with RAC, the district, and the school.  
School progress is monitored by an end-of-unit assessment.  All collaborators can track the data 
in cyclical review times.  If a Priority school refuses to implement initiatives set out in the 
improvement plan, a state-ordered action is initiated.  Priority schools, in particular, are on a 6–8 
week monitoring watch in which time walkthroughs, surveys, intervention strategies, and other 
quality data is monitored (Regional Achievement Centers, 2012).  A part of the State’s 
accountability system is district performance report cards which display rankings for 




report includes: chronic absenteeism; AP, ACT, and SAT scores; high school graduation rates; 
early childhood literacy; and reading and math proficiency.  The more efficient this system 
becomes, troubled schools will provide panoramas of gaps in performance much quicker. 
To summarize, the New Jersey Department of Education’s commitment to successfully 
prepare students to enter college and careers with a capacity of proficiency in 2011 remains a 
continual pursuit.  The goal of closing achievement gaps, while encouraging high performers to 
compete with their peers is consistent to the focus of this study.  The NJDOE initiated Regional 
Achievement Centers as a catalyst to improve student achievement in under-achieving Priority 
schools as in this study.  The RAC’s approach included research-based instruction in low-
performing school districts, in partnership with Student Improvement Grants (SIG).  The 
academic focus included instruction, curriculum, assessment, and innovative high-quality 
delivery (NJDOE). 
Conclusion 
Since the 1900’s the federal government has played a major role in educational and social 
reform. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1964 was a mission to 
eradicate poverty by creating equal opportunity in public education through increased funding 
for high quality school improvement.  Additionally, the 2003-2011 NAEP scores showed gains 
of all students over the national average of 50 points in two states, 30 points in 7 states to include 
New Jersey, and 10 points in 12 states that show larger gaps.  When you assess these same scores 
for students receiving free and reduced lunch, the gaps between the states are reduced and a 
larger number of states increased scale scores on the high end.  Unacceptably large gaps exist 
between white students scoring 1044, and black students scoring 939 with a gap of 105.  Another 




eighth grade black student at the end of their school year (Chubb & Clark, 2013, pp. 3-6).  
Academic achievement continues as a mission of improvement.  Impoverished students, 
particularly Blacks and Latinos, commonly perform badly academically.  This research aimed to 
identify the relationship of instructional practices of teachers based on an in-person pattern of 
strategies and supervision collaborated with Regional Achievement Centers.  The RAC’s 
principles were imposed by the Department of Education as a result of federal mandates.  The 
mandate was to improve underprivileged students’ academic achievement.   
Based on the literature review, identifying student factors that predict student 
achievement is the focal factor of this study in predicting student achievement.  The literature 
revealed student gains on achievement tests based on effective teaching research by the Gates 
Foundation.  Furthermore, effective instruction was marked as the leading initiative in State 
Education Agencies across such states as Florida, Illinois, Maryland, Minnesota, and Missouri to 
name a few.  These agencies placed central support on schoolwide turnaround by promoting 
research-based practices in teaching and learning with in-touch assistance on the district and 
school level. 
The studies summarized the disproportion of schools serving students of color and low 
income families.  A 19-year study found multiple factors to include lower school performance, 
gender variations, and transient education of ELL students that influence low achievement and 
early school failure.  Moreover, Black students were high, and Hispanic students even higher.  







In 2012, the federal government’s increased role in school districts shifted to a closer 
service providing resources and capacity through the Department of Education (DOE) to ensure 
accountability to support the state’s lowest-performing schools.  In response to mandates from 
the federal government to improve student performance, the NJDOE established Regional 
Achievement Centers (RACs) in seven field-based regions, which included Passaic County.  The 
sole purpose of the Regional Achievement Centers was to improve the performance of students 
on state-mandated tests currently enrolled in schools deemed to be underperforming.  These 
underperforming schools, identified as the two Priority schools in this study, received tangible 
service and support from the RAC.  The compelling question to examine was: The study was 
grounded by an overarching research question: What is the Relationship Between Student 
Factors and Middle School Student Achievement?  The study assisted in identifying subgroups of 
students at risk in academic achievement for early and sustainable achievement throughout 
student academic trajectories.  
Design and Methods 
Data Collection  
This study utilized a quantitative predictive analysis using descriptive statistics.  The 
Education Production Function (EPF) embellished input (independent) and output (dependent) 
variables that could be analyzed for an effect (Todd, 2003).  The independent variables 
(Subgroups gender, ELL, race/ethnicity more specifically Black and Latino, and grade levels 
were examined independently to analyze their influence on PARCC scores) fulfilled federal 




Language Arts statewide PARCC assessment) was the output used in this research.  This gave a 
panoramic view of what the school provided based on NCLB waiver legislation of the ELA test 
scores deemed as the measurable product of proficiency mandated by NCLB.   
The empirical data was examined to identify student factors gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, 
more specifically Black and Latino, and grade levels influence on PARCC scores.   Multiple 
linear regression was used to assess if the independent variable student factors (instructional 
predicted the dependent variable, (student achievement, as measured by ELA PARCC, 2017–
2018 for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade scores).   
Both Priority schools engaged in a routine process for evaluating and enhancing student 
achievement.  The team responsible for such summation included the Principal, Vice Principal, 
Data Mentor State turnaround coach, SPED Supervisor, ELL Supervisor Language Arts 
Supervisor, Math Supervisor, Climate & Control Coordinator, and Parent Liaison.  The New 
Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE) implemented Regional Achievement Centers as a shift 
in providing tangible service and support to low-performing Priority and Focus schools.  The 
Local Educational Agency (LEA) that served Priority schools chose RAC as the turnaround 
model and new approach with the mission to improve New Jersey’s Priority and Focus schools.  
The RAC’s process was always aligned with the eight turnaround principles.   
Based on these principles, a Quality School Review (QSR) needs analysis was performed 
in the school, established on thirty-seven indicators (Regional Achievement Centers, 2012).  
QSR is similar to the baseline assessment for the school’s annual review.  As a result of the 
(QSR), a School Improvement Plan (SIP) was developed in collaboration with RAC, the district, 
and the school.  School progress was monitored by an end-of-unit assessment.  All collaborators 




school-wide Smart Goals.  Achievement of these Smart Goals was monitored by the RAC 
several times within the school year.  The result of these evaluations of Smart Goals was 
reported annually in the Quality School Review (QSR) using the following summative evaluative 
scores: (1) underdeveloped, (2) developed, (3) proficient, and (4) well-developed.  Based on the 
discoveries from the QSR, RAC along with other stakeholders developed an extensively 
customized School Improvement Plan (SIP) grounded in the eight turnaround principles (RAC, 
2012).  Unfortunately, the RAC gave all participating teachers the same scores, which showed up 
as constants.  The overarching research question was: The study was grounded by an overarching 
research question: What is the Relationship Between Student Factors and Middle School Student 
Achievement?   
To answer this question, descriptive statistics were first used to identify measures of 
central tendencies in the study.   Subgroups’ gender, ELL, race/ethnicity more specifically Black 
and Latino, and grade levels were examined independently to analyze their influence on PARCC 
scores.  This public data was procured from the New Jersey School Performance Reports, school 
websites, and personnel.  Multiple linear regression was used to assess any statistical 
significance and its direction and strength.  The regression tested what student characteristics are 
important in predicting student achievement as measured by ELA PARCC, 2017–2018 for 6th, 
7th, and 8th-grade scores.  These variables were recorded to binary allowing for analysis. 
Data Source 
The data for this study was compiled from two main sources.  The first source was the 
School Improvement Plan (SIP) implemented in both Priority schools.  This comprehensive plan 
was developed by the RAC, school district, principal, teachers, parents, and community leaders.  




and was upheld school-wide.  The SIP committee was formed to ensure the SIP addressed the 
needs of those students as the plan would be monitored, implemented, and revised if needed.  
Figure 5 provides a comprehensive scope for the cycle of success implemented in both schools.  
The plan began with the committee members and the dates of accountability throughout the 
school year. Intervention strategies could include the following:   
1. Improved teaching and learning based on changes in instructional time and 
increased teacher collaboration. 
2. Common Core State Standards aligned to unit assessments and NJDOE model 
curriculum. 
3.  The use of current data to inform instruction. 
4. Professional development on the eight turnaround principles. 
5. Hiring professional specialists like data and math leaders.  
6. Academic achievement strategies implemented from the family and community. 
7. Learning environments that ensue from an established quality climate and culture 
(Regional Achievement Centers, 2012).  
 
Figure 5. Four Sections of Data Analysis Used in Sample District 
Note: Reported by the district 2017–2018 




variation to the RAC’s turnaround Principle #3: Effective instruction. Therefore, the RAC 
indicators were constant and were omitted from the analysis.  Consequently, the RAC’s 
turnaround Principle #3: Effective instruction teachers' scores were not included in the regression 
analysis. 
The second source of data for this study was the Partnership for Accountability of 
Readiness of College and Career (PARCC) assessment.  The goal of the PARCC is to provide a 
segue for college and career readiness, be a model of high-quality, increase accountability, and 
support classroom instruction on a 21st-century technology platform.  PARCC assessments are a 
tracker for graduation readiness; it incorporates Common Core Standards that evaluate the 
performance of high and low students and provides data to inform instruction, interventions, and 
professional development.  PARCC defines five levels demonstrating a student’s performance on 
the assessment:  
• Level One: Not Yet Meeting Expectations  
• Level Two: Partially Meeting Expectations  
• Level Three: Approaching Expectations  
• Level Four: Meeting Expectations; and  
• Level Five: Exceeding Expectations 
Students’ PARCC scale score points were input in SPSS; however, levels one through 
five were not used in the analysis.   
Hypothesis 
The study’s hypothesis was that the Regional Achievement Centers’ support in the two 
Priority school’s would test what student characteristics are important in predicting student 




Sample and Setting 
The empirical data for this study was from the 2017–2018 school year.  The participants 
in the study were 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade middle school English Language Arts (ELA) students 
from two urban public elementary schools in New Jersey.  Both were Priority schools, severely 
low-performing schools identified by NJDOE.  These Priority schools were described as the 
weakest 10% of the lowest-performing schools in need of improvement and severe intervention.  
Priority schools are Title I schools in accordance with the Elementary and Secondary Act of 
1965 qualifying for federal funds.  Additionally, these schools received School Improvement 
Grant (SIG) funding in New Jersey, which were all identified as Priority schools coordinating 
RAC and SIG activities (Definitions of Priority, Focus, and Reward Schools, 2012).  These two 
schools were selected because of similar demographics while being in two different wards and 
the most challenging of the city, and their designation as elementary Priority schools.  Both 
schools received RAC support approximately between 2013 and 2018.  
The demographics of the first Priority school A (pseudonym) included a population of 
464, with 42.3% Hispanic, 55.9% Black, 0.9% White, and 0.9% Asian, serving 38.7% females, 
61.3% males, 2.7% ELLs, 0.9% homeless, 16.2% students with disabilities, and 85.6% 
economically disadvantaged.  The sample size included approximately 198 ELA students: 75 
sixth graders, 61 seventh graders, and 62 eighth graders.  Moreover, the demographics of the 
second Priority school B (pseudonym) included a population of 504, with 47% Hispanic, 52.3% 
Black, 0.2% White, and 0.6% Asian, serving 52.4% females, 47.6% males, 11.1% ELLs, 2.1% 
homeless, 11.3% students with disabilities, and 92% economically disadvantaged.  The sample 
size included approximately 115 ELA students: 53 sixth graders, 32 seventh graders, and 31 




For the purpose of this study, the RAC worked with an individual ELA teacher from each 
grade level within the two schools to implement the instructional strategy indicators.  The 
researcher did not identify individual teachers or the individual workers of the RAC.  Based on 
the evidence obtained from school administration and RAC representatives, the researcher 
ensured that the RAC’s model and support were implemented based on signatures in school-wide 
reports.  The researcher obtained the scores for ELA PARCC 2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, and 8th-
grade data on students, but the district, students, and teachers were not identified in this study.   
The study’s setting was a large urban public school district in New Jersey.  This district 
enrolls approximately 25,000 students in kindergarten through grade twelve.  The district 
represents an urban population of approximately 10% Caucasian, Middle Eastern, or Asian 
descent, 68% Hispanic, and 22% African-American.  Fifty percent of all students speak 
languages other than English.  Between these ethnicities, there are approximately 40 spoken 
languages.  With the Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) in place, students in poverty 
communities receive free breakfast and lunch.  Approximately 3,300 students receive special 
education services and 3,500 students are English Language Learners (ELL) who receive 
bilingual/ESL services.  
Table 3 
Demographic Profile of Subgroups for this study’s 2017 school year 










Special Population English Language Learners 14.0% 





Control Variables  
Federal mandates require disaggregating student performance data into subgroups.  For 
the purposes of this study, Black, Hispanic, English Language Learners, and gender of students 
were identified as the control variables in observance of their effect on student performance.  The 
following variables were used in this study: 
● Black: presented as a dichotomous number of Black=1, non-Black=0 
● Hispanic: presented as a dichotomous number of Hispanic=1, non-Hispanic=0 
● English Language Learners: presented as a dichotomous number of ELL=1, non-
ELL=0 
● Gender: presented as a dichotomous number of female=1, male=0 
Dependent Variable 
The outcome variable for this study was student achievement.  In New Jersey, student 
achievement is defined as performance on a standardized test called PARCC.  This data is 
defined as continuous variables, which is an infinite value that can be measured.  Students’ 
performance of aggregate scores on PARCC 2017–2018 is described as scale scores in the 
English Language Arts content area of 6th, 7th, and 8th graders.   
PARCC defines five levels demonstrating a student’s performance on the assessment:  
• Level One: Not Yet Meeting Expectations  
• Level Two: Partially Meeting Expectations  
• Level Three: Approaching Expectations  
• Level Four: Meeting Expectations; and  




As noted in Table 4, PARCC scores are used as an accurate measure of college 
preparedness based on higher learning projections of concepts and skills.  Table 4 indicates an 
improvement in certain grades and a decrease in others in comparison.  There was a -2.5 
percentage of growth in the met or exceeded level for Grade 6, a 3.7 percentage of growth for 7th 
grade, and -5.0 percentage growth in Grade 8.  The Paterson District Annual Report and the SIP 
from both schools clearly pointed out demographics, PARCC scores, interventions, reading 
programs, detailed goals and objectives, curriculum and implementation of curriculum, 
accountability of signatures, data distribution, and dates and timelines of execution.  This data 
supports comprehensible reporting of the NJDOE’s expectations to all RAC teams, to RACs 
regularly modeled and monitored support to teachers and schoolwide leadership.  
Table 4 
Comparison Between 2016 and 2017 ELA PARCC  
 




To summarize, the empirical data was examined to test what student characteristics are 
important in predicting student achievement in subgroups’ gender, race/ethnicity, ELL, and 
grade levels, as measured by ELA PARCC, 2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade scores.  This 
data may inform the development of current practices of close modeling and support for 
interventions that improve subgroups of students at risk in academic achievement in public 






The purpose of this quantitative predictive analysis study was to examine the strength and 
effectiveness of student achievement in to two Priority schools and their subgroups’ gender, 
ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically Black and Latino, as measured by Language Arts PARCC 
2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade scores.  A major goal was to understand if student 
characteristics mentioned above in these schools influenced an effect on enhancing student 
performance.  This study can help identify subgroups of students at risk in academic 
achievement. 
Research Question 
The overarching research question was: The study was grounded by an overarching 
research question: What is the Relationship Between Student Factors and Middle School Student 
Achievement?   Multiple regression was used to assess if the independent variable (student 
factors, gender, race/ethnicity (Blacks and Hispanics), ELL, and grade levels) predicted the 
dependent variable (student achievement, as measured by ELA PARCC 2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, 
and 8th-grade scores).  Additionally, cross-tabulation charts are a common way to describe the 
relationship between categorical variables as described in this study.  This table indicates the 
number of each table subgroup in the cells.  The table can also be displayed with row 
percentages, column, or total percentages, which represent the percent of the data in each cell, 
either by row, column, or the full sample.  This approach is intended to statistically show if 
there’s a significant difference amongst the categorical variables listed above, which addresses 
the researcher’s question.  This cross-tabulation table can be found in Appendix A5.  This 




in two Priority schools and their subgroups’ gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically Black 
and Latino, as measured by Language Arts PARCC 2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade 
scores. 
The  RAC’s modeled support was clearly outlined in both schools’ School Improvement 
Plan.  The results of the Quality School Review rubric found in Appendix A1 incorporated 
teacher’s scores with no variation, so the teacher’s scores were not used in the multiple 
regression since the RAC assigned the same evaluative grade for all the teachers in each school.  
Each indicator received one of these scores: (1) underdeveloped, (2) developed, (3) proficient, 
and (4) well-developed.  Although the teacher’s scores could not be used as a variable in the 
regression analysis, the SIP provided by both schools maintained signatures documenting 
whether a teacher’s learning objectives are posted, obtainable, specific, measurable, timely, 
realistic, and aligned to the standards-based curriculum used in both schools.  Additionally, it 
outlined if a teacher used multiple instructional strategies outlined by the RAC that actively 
engaged and met student learning needs in both schools of this study. 
During the time RAC worked with this sample, it represented an innovative approach to 
New Jersey schools and districts.  RAC field-based workers were assigned to county schools 
identified as Priority and Focus schools.  These workers included coaches, and ELA, Math, ELL, 
Climate & Culture, Special Education, and Data specialists accountable for school improvement.  
This partnership developed a comprehensive annual School Improvement Plan aligned with 
RAC’s eight turnaround principles with the goal of impacting school advancement.  These eight 
principles also include thirty-five indicators.  The Quality School Review (QSR) is embedded in 
the SIP and is aligned with the eight turnaround principles once per academic year.  The QSR is 




SIP are intended to influence student achievement.  The QSR was used as a summative 
evaluative score for all eight turnaround principles.   
Both Priority schools were required to use the NJDOE model curriculum in ELA, which 
was aligned to the Common Core State Standards.  District-wide end-of-unit assessments were 
also required.  Interventions and supports were also necessary because of low school-wide 
achievement.  RAC partnered with the school-wide team to prepare goals and intervention 
strategies to improve student achievement outlined in the SIP.  Detailed walkthroughs were 
conducted every seven weeks as a monitoring strategy for classroom instruction tracked by 
assessment data. 
Data review and analysis included standardized tests such as the PARCC used in this 
study, but not limited to the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJASK), Student 
Growth Percentile (SGP), English Language Learners program, enrollment, attendance, 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) waiver targets and achievements, 
staff attendance, discipline reports, graduation cohort analysis, culture & climate, classroom 
observations, and an analysis of key interventions.  The plan continued with a root cause analysis 
comprising the areas of focus for the SMART goals, the performance challenges, the possible 
causes for the problems, strategies to address the challenges, and the RAC turnaround principle 
that was addressed.  The four SMART goals followed up with extensive interim goals, strategies, 
action steps, turnaround principles, dates, and monitoring accountability.  Finally, the plan ended 
with an instructional budget summary and check off the confirmation page.  This SIP plan was 
used in the district-wide data analysis as a measure to determine the next steps. 
School A School Improvement Plan  




participant in the quality school review, data review & analysis, and plan development.  Team 
meetings went from January to April 2018.  The SIP revealed curriculum alignment was assessed 
and monitored; however, higher expectations that challenge students cognitively to mastery of 
skills must be reinforced.  The review of data included interventions such as Success Maker, 
Guided Reading, Leveled Literacy Intervention, and Raz Kids.  ELA grade levels fell below 
district PARCC average, student growth performance grew steadily, and Grade 6 met its 
participation rate while Grades 6 and 7 had the lowest rate of 94%.  Benchmark assessments 
increased in one unit assessment and decreased in another.  Chronic absenteeism was highest in 
November 2017, and lowest in March 2018.  Of the four Smart Goals, Smart Goal #2 showed 
only 15% of the population passed ELA PARCC, and the strategy of implementation for 
turnaround principle #3 Effective Instruction was to rotate students to different stations during an 
intervention while identifying targeted students in three subgroups.  Additionally, Professional 
Learning Communities (PLCs), Grade Level Meetings (GLMs), and Vertical Articulation 
Meetings (VAMs) were used to strengthen module planning, lesson collaboration, make tasks 
and formulate questions, discuss routine walkthroughs, analysis of data that reflected mastery of 
skills and standards, and set action plans for student achievement.  Goal #4 detailed goal setting 
after every STAR administration, progress would be monitored and modified as growth is 
exhibited during interventions.  
School B School Improvement Plan 
The state turnaround coach was listed on the SIP Committee member team of nine, as a 
participant of the quality school review, data review & analysis, and plan development.  Team 
meetings went from March to May 2018.  School B’s SIP suggested that student data had 




review of data included interventions such as Success Maker, Wilson Foundation Program, and 
Achieve 3000.  Only 11% of the population passed ELA PARCC, and 42% passed ELA state 
assessments representing the student growth percentile.  The observational trends showed 
fluctuations in the score between unit assessments.  Speaking, reading, and writing are 
weaknesses in the data.  Of the four Smart Goals, Smart Goal #1 showed some improvement, but 
weaknesses in reading with fluency and comprehension.  The STAR revealed over 60% of 
students were reading below grade level.  Guided reading strategies were implemented.  
Additionally, running records, flexible groupings, and reading strategies were identified in lesson 
plans with feedback.  In Goal #2, effective feedback, instructional models, curriculum updates, 
and other practice tools were developed through collaboration in PLCs, VAMs, GLMs.  
Walkthroughs revealed the implementation of goals.  Targeted professional development focused 
on the practice of demonstrating standards during instruction. 
Sample Demographics  
The sample used in this study were 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade students from two schools in a 
large urban public school district during the 2017–2018 school year.  The total sample was 336 
students identified in the cross-tabulation tables found in Appendix A5.  used to describe the 
demographics in Schools A and B below.  However, two students were missing scores in the 
table below, making the frequency score 334 plus the 2 missing for a total of 336.   
School A had 189 students representing (56.3%) of the total population in this 
study: 
● 96 females represent (50.7%) of the population in School A 
● 93 males represent (49.2%) of the population in School A 




● 4 ELLs represent (2.1%) of the population in School A 
● 96 Hispanics represent (50.7%) of the population in School A 
● 58 6th graders represent (30.6%) of the population in School A 
● 71 7th graders represent (37.5%) of the population in School A 
● 60 8th graders represent (31.7%) of the population in School A 
School B had 147 students representing (43.8%) of the total population in this 
study:   
● 77 females represent (52.3%) of the population in School B 
● 70 males represent (47.6%) of the population in School B 
● 71 Blacks represent (48.2%) of the population in School B 
● 10 ELLs represent (6.8%) of the population in School B 
● 75 Hispanics represent (36%) of the population in School B 
● 53 6th graders represent (47.7%) of the population in School B 
● 44 7th graders (29.9%) of the population in School B 
● 50 8th graders (34%) of the population in School B 
School A and B had 336 students in the total population of this study: 
● 173 females represent (51.4%) of the population in this study 
● 163 males represent (48.5%) of the population in this study 
● 163 Blacks represent (48.5%) of the population in this study 
● 14 ELLs represent (4.16%) of the population in this study 
● 171 Hispanics represent (50.8%) of the population in this study 
● 111 6th graders represent (33%) of the population in this study 




● 110 8th graders represent (32.7%) of the population in this study 
Descriptive Statistics 
The New Jersey Department of Education ELA PARCC presented scaled scores 
according to the grade level.  Students’ PARCC scale score points were input in SPSS, though 
levels one through five were not used in the analysis.  The researcher was able to determine a 
level based on the descriptive statistics presented.  PARCC categorizes scale scores into five 
levels: Level One – Not Yet Meeting Expectations; Level Two – Partially Meeting Expectations; 
Level Three – Approaching Expectations; Level Four – Meeting Expectations; and Level Five – 
Exceeding Expectations. 
To determine the central tendencies, the study utilized a frequency table.  The continuous 
variable used was ELA PARCC scale scores.  Since two were missing, 334 were recorded.  The 
minimum scale score was 650 and the maximum scale score was 813 with a mean score of 
721.6, and a standard deviation of 31.323. 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Scale Score 334 650 813 721.56 31.323 
The minimum scale score fell in a level one category, whereas the maximum score fell 
within a level five category, as outlined in the Dependent Variable section. 
Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 







Model 1 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 34979.923 7 4997.132 5.584 .000 
Residual 291734.380 326 894.891   















Constant 754.107 17.623   .000 
School B vs 
School A 
7.089 3.339 .112  .035 
Female 8.999 3.301 .144  .007 
Black -52.252 17.455 -.835  .003 
Hispanic -47.98 17.434 -.767  .006 
ELL -32.317 8.380 -.207  .000 
7th grader or 
not 
5.284 4.085 .080  .197 
8th grader or 
not 
-2.378 4.079 -.036 -.583 .560 
School A and School B Regression Analysis:  
In this multiple regression model, the dependent variable was the ELA PARCC scale 
score.  The Anova table shows that the Regression model was statistically significant.  The R-
value between the ELA PARCC scale scores and all independent variables was .327, which was 
a moderate, positive relationship.  The adjusted R square for this model was .088, which 
indicates 8.8% of the variance in the ELA PARCC scale score was explained by the predictor’s 
gender, race/ethnicity, and English Language Learners in 6, 7, and 8th graders.  Further research 
is needed to explore other variables that could influence student achievement in schools A and B 
such as family income, educational level, private tutoring, or parental involvement.  
The results of the regression were statistically significant F (7,326) = 5.584, p< 0.01 on 
ELA PARCC scores.  The statistical significance indicates that changes in the independent 




Black and Latino, and grade levels, correlate with shifts in the dependent variable PARCC 
scores.  Examples of systems used in both schools include but are not limited to Running 
Records, LLI, UDL, Success Maker, progress monitoring, DOL trackers, and a review of data 
with every staff member during their 6-day cycle grade level meeting/professional learning 
community (GLM/PLC).  The principals will continue to find ways to visit more classrooms on a 
daily basis to support and monitor teaching practices and provide quality feedback to the teacher.  
Additionally, while both schools’ SIP mentioned subgroups as an identifiable factor to be 
considered, it is not outlined in an actionable goal.  
It’s important to highlight that School B scored proficiently in the area of instruction, and 
school A students were moderately engaged.  More specifically, students in School B scored 
higher than School A by 7.089.     
In this regression model, the dependent variable is the ELA PARCC scores of 336 
students.  The independent variables (predictors) are ELL, gender, race/ethnicity, and grade 
levels.  Gender, ELL, race, and grade levels were included in the model to examine their 
relationship with PARCC scores.  The coefficient table indicates the unstandardized beta amount 
of unique variance for predictors ELL, gender, race/ethnicity, and grades that can account for 
that significance.   
The first variable studied are the females as a unique predictor of scores on the ELA 
PARCC test.  173 female students are included in this study, which represent (51.4%) of the total 
population.  The independent variable female is statistically significant (B= 8.999, p< .01) on the 
ELA PARCC scores.  The overall average female scores were about 9 points higher than the 
overall average of males, which is a trend supported by the data in this study found in the 




The second unique predictor of ELA PARCC scores is race, specifically the Black 
students.  163 Black students are included in this study, which represent (48.5%) of the total 
population.  The independent variable Black is a statistically significant unstandardized 
coefficient (B= -52.252, p< .005) of ELA PARCC scores.  In this case, for every unit change in 
the percent of Black students, the ELA PARCC scores will decrease by 52.252.   
Similarly, the third unique predictor of ELA PARCC scores is ethnicity, specifically the 
Hispanic students.  171 Hispanic students are included in this study, which represent (50.8%) of 
the population in this study.  The independent variable Hispanic is a statistically significant 
predictor (B= -47.981, p< 0.001) of ELA PARCC scores.  Both Hispanic (-47.981) and Black (-
52.252) subgroups are a negative beta.  To clarify, for every unit change in the percent of 
Hispanic students, the ELA PARCC scores will decrease by 47.981.   
In the same way, the fourth unique predictor of scores on the ELA PARCC test is ELL.  
Fourteen ELL students are included in this study, which represent (4.16%) of the total 
population.  The independent variable English Language Learners is a statistically significant 
predictor (B= -32.317, p< .001) of ELA PARCC scores.  This negative beta shows an inverse 
relationship between ELL scores on the ELA PARCC test.  Specifically, compared to non-ELL 
students, ELL students tend to score 32.3 points lower. Race/ethnicity is also significant in 
predicting PARCC test scores.  
Lastly, there were 111 6th graders in this study representing (33%) of the total 
population.  There were 115 7th graders in this study representing (34.2%) of the total 
population.  There were also 110 8th graders in this study representing (32.7%) of the total 
population.  None of the grade levels as independent variables accounted for variance in the ELA 




coefficient table, the 7th grade independent variable (B= 5.284) is not a significant outcome in 
ELA PARCC scores.  Although being a 7th grade student is not significant, the positive beta 
shows a slight increase in ELA PARCC scores by approximately 5%.  Additionally, the 
coefficient table indicates being an 8th grade student (B= -2.378) is not a significant predictor in 
the variance of ELA PARCC scores. 
Summary 
This study utilized a quantitative predictive analysis using descriptive statistics.  The 
compelling question to examine was: What is the Relationship Between Student Factors and 
Middle School Student Achievement?  The study intended to assist in identifying subgroups of 
students at risk in academic achievement for early and sustainable achievement throughout 
student academic trajectories.  Multiple linear regression was used to assess any statistical 
significance and its direction and strength.  The regression tested what student characteristics are 
important in predicting student achievement, as measured by ELA PARCC, 2017–2018 for 6th, 
7th, and 8th-grade scores.  The results of the regression were statistically significant F (7,326) = 
5.584, p< 0.01 as a predictor in ELA PARCC scores.  Weak, negative correlations were found in 
the variables of both schools as outlined above in this chapter.  In this analysis, the R2 of 
approximately 8% governed a further look at other factors that influence student achievement in 







The purpose of this research was to examine the strength and effectiveness of student 
achievement in two Priority schools and their subgroups’ gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, more 
specifically Black and Latino, as measured by Language Arts PARCC 2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, 
and 8th-grade scores.  A major goal was to understand if student characteristics mentioned above 
in these schools influenced an effect on enhancing student performance.  This study can help 
identify subgroups of students at risk in academic achievement. 
 In this analysis, the R2 of approximately 8% governed a further look at other factors that 
influence student achievement in both schools.  Black (B= -52.252), Hispanic (B= -47.981, and 
ELL (B= -32.317) particularly, did not predict an increase in PARCC scale scores as unique 
predictors. 
 The compelling question to examine was: The study was grounded by an overarching 
research question: What is the Relationship Between Student Factors and Middle School Student 
Achievement?  The study’s hypothesis was that student characteristics including gender, 
race/ethnicity, ELL, and grade levels are significant in predicting student achievement in the two 
schools.  In response to mandates from the federal government to improve student performance, 
the NJDOE established Regional Achievement Centers (RACs) in seven field-based regions in 
2012, which included Passaic County.  The purpose of the work done by those at the Regional 
Achievement Centers was to improve the performance of students on state-mandated tests 
currently enrolled in schools deemed to be underperforming.  These underperforming schools, 
identified as Priority schools, received tangible service and support from the RAC.  Chapter II 




Interpretation of Results  
Education is a commodity, a resource, a tool, and a vehicle that empowers, strengthens, 
and builds confidence for success (Bushaw & McNee, 2009).  However, opportunity and 
achievement gaps still remain between socioeconomic, racial, gender, and ethnic groups.  The 
effort to increase equity and reduce achievement gaps is a schoolwide pursuit that is inclusive of 
all stakeholders.  This study further substantiates that. 
In general, this study concludes that predictors gender, race/ethnicity, identified as Blacks 
and Hispanics, ELL, and grade levels accounted for 8.8% of the variation in the outcome.  In 
essence, this means there are other factors that were not included in the model that could explain 
the other 91.2%.  The results of the regression were statistically significant by F (7,326) = 5.584, 
p< 0.01.  The Beta showed School A and B were significant only by a margin of 7.089.  Gender 
can only be explained by a small margin of eight points.  Nonetheless, females (beta=8.999=, p< 
.01) were a significant predictor.  This positive beta showed with the increase of females in the 
schools, the ELA PARCC scale scores were inclined to increase.  For every unit change in 
females, there was an increase of eight points in student achievement.  Also, females in School B 
scored higher.  Gender differences exist cross-culturally in student achievement on multinational 
levels (Lynn 2009).  In Chapter II of this study, OCED identified the slight gap between males 
and females, but they further identified it in the reading proficiency in this subgroup (2011).  
Earlier in this study Cerf (2012) explained that Blacks and Latinos consistently perform 
poorly academically compared to 76% of economically advantaged third through eighth-grade 
students who scored proficient on the Language Arts Literacy portion of the New Jersey 
Assessment of Skills and Knowledge.  The trend demonstrates only 45% of economically 




Language Arts Literacy gap in proficiency rates has increased by five percentage points since 
2005, from 26% to 31%.  This is consistent with this study, although Blacks were a unique 
independent variable indicating significant relationship to the overall scores.  The strength of the 
Beta (-52.252) maintains a decrease in scale scores as Black students increase in units by 
approximately 52%.  Likewise, ELL is also a unique independent variable indicating a decrease 
in PARCC scores by approximately 32% for every unit change in ELL students.  This is repeated 
in the data with Hispanics as a unique independent variable indicating significant relationship to 
the overall scores.  The strength of the Beta (-52.252) maintains a decrease in scale scores as 
Black students increase in units by approximately 52%.  Blacks, ELLs, and Hispanics scored 
lower in School A than in School B.  Additionally, since Blacks, ELL, and Hispanics Beta were 
negative and seen as weak, as these subgroups rise in these Priority schools and other urban 
districts like it, the ELA PARCC scale scores are likely to decline.  In comparison, Blacks scored 
lower than Hispanics by an average of five points.  The grades, on the other hand, were not 
significant with only a majority of five points between the schools.   
Moreover, the adjusted R2 of only 8.8% of the variance in the scale score can be 
explained by the control variables ELL, gender, race/ethnicity, and grade levels, which account 
for the variance in test scores.  91.2% of the variance can be explained by other predictors.  
Therefore, other variables must be considered when determining an impact on student 
achievement. 
The results of this study point the researcher to reject the null hypothesis of no significant 
difference in student achievement measured by student factors significant in predicting student 





Limitations can be found in this study.  Language Arts instruction may differ by teachers 
providing the research-based instruction in both Priority schools.  The level and effectiveness of 
professional development received before the program may differ among the teachers as well 
between the two schools, which can influence different performance results.  According to 
Fraenkel and Wallen (2003), “Individuals or groups differ from one another in unintended ways 
that are related to the variables to be studied” (p. 179).  Cause and effect cannot be inferred in 
this study even if they vary depending on a high correlation between two variables.   
Additionally, a major limitation was the exclusion of the RAC’s evaluative scores for the 
teacher’s instruction input into SPSS.  However, Chapters III and IV explain in detail RAC’s 
explicit framework of effective instruction in both schools.  Since RAC gave all participating 
teachers the same scores, these scores showed up as constants that reveal no relationship, which 
indicates a need for further study.  Student predictors used as control variables were limited to 
gender, race/ethnicity, and English language learners.  Eligibility for free or reduced meals 
would have been listed as another student factor to control for; subsequently, in the 2014–2015 
school year, the Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) was enacted in the state.  The Healthy, 
Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 qualified high-poverty local educational agencies (LEAs) as in 
Passaic County schools to offer breakfast and lunch at no cost, as well as no family requirement 
to complete an annual household application.   
Delimitation 
Researcher bias exists as the researcher selected the population based on prior knowledge 
and judgment for the purpose of the study.  Also, the single subject of ELA is the researcher’s 




grade PARCC scale scores in ELA.  Tienken asserted all mandated tests have a measurement 
error that’s not accounted for (2010).  The study only applied to the state of NJDOE tests and the 
community demographic data for two Passaic county schools.  The study used data from the 
2017–2018 school year. 
Implications for Policy and Practice 
Ideally, school is for the purpose of advancement, mainly academic advancement.  This 
study and many others would reveal that the control variable does not paint a clear enough 
picture as to how we meet the goal of student achievement, which is synonymous with 
advancement.  This study indicates while the data reveal statistical significance on ELA PARCC 
scores, enhancing student performance F (7,326) = 5.584, p< .001, in subgroups female, 
race/ethnicity (Black and Hispanic), ELL, and grade levels, they were also weak, small, or 
largely negative points shown in the Beta (b=7, 8, -52, -32, and -47).  This study indicates while 
the data reveal statistical significance on ELA PARCC scores, enhancing student performance F 
(7,326) = 5.584, p< .001, the unique independent control variables female, race, ELL, and grade 
level were mostly weak, small, or largely negative points shown in the Beta (b=7, 8, -52, -32, 
and -47).  Statistical significance was impacted by student factors in both Priority schools of this 
study.  School leaders, school-based supervisors, and RAC team members conducted calibrated 
focused classroom visitation and co-observation for each ELA instruction during guided reading 
strategies.  Station rotation during the intervention and exposure to research-based intervention 
from Houghton Mifflin Harcourt was implemented during the intervention block.  However, 
91.2% of the variance can be explained by other predictors than those mentioned in Chapter IV.  
Other variables must be considered when determining an impact on student achievement in 




The researcher ended where she started: that education is a commodity, a resource, a tool, 
and a vehicle that empowers, strengthens, and builds confidence for success (Bushaw & McNee, 
2009).  However, opportunity and achievement gaps still remain between socioeconomic, racial, 
gender, and ethnic groups.  The effort to increase equity and reduce achievement gaps is not only 
schoolwide, but is city, county, and statewide, and federal in a pursuit that is inclusive of all 
stakeholders.   
While this study focused on student factors gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically 
Black and Latino, and grade levels impact on student performance, all stakeholders are 
instrumental.  Teachers play an influential role in student achievement (Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation, 2010).  Studies also show teachers who set high expectations in instruction, promote 
great positive outcomes in student achievement, and graduate on time (Gregory, Cornell, and 
Fan, 2011).  As mentioned in Chapter I of this study, research indicated disagreement among 
policymakers, researchers, and practitioners as to the level of public investment in low-
performing schools.  
Furthermore, the Significance of the Study section of this study, along with the Rational 
section, indicated that this research could potentially offer promising guidance to school leaders 
in improving the level of effectiveness of implemented instruction on performance for students at 
risk.  According to related research, existing gaps in knowledge are used as a strategic point in 
turning around failing schools.  This research study aimed to identify what student characteristics 
such as subgroups’ gender, ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically Black and Latino, are 
important in predicting student achievement in two Priority schools, while  the LEA used the 
turnaround model to represent a new approach coordinated through RAC.  In general, this study 




Latino, and grade levels that influenced an effect on enhancing student performance F (7,326) = 
5.584, p< .001 on the ELA PARCC scores.   
The previous sections of this study also said policymakers may be informed on the level 
of effective interventions and educational reforms proposed and tracked by the RAC.  In this 
regard, evidence was provided in Chapter IV of the mandated SIP documents prepared in 
collaboration with the school and RAC. 
As stated in previous sections, understanding the impact of ensuring specific student 
learning objectives and its alignment to curriculum and CCSS, and multiple instruction and 
response strategies that meet student learning needs on student achievement makes this study 
important for subgroups at risk.  The study assists in identifying supportive strategies for early 
and sustainable achievement throughout student academic trajectories.  This research adds to 
existing research while offering promising strategies for national, state, and district guidance for 
policymakers.  Evidence in the literature provides valuable data and guidelines on improved 
learning conditions for urban public school administrators and how meaningful professional 
development on student factors impacts instructional practices in the classroom.  The SIP 
documents provided that as well.  However, the data could not use the evaluative measures of 
how the teachers were scored on their implementation of the strategies outlined in the SIP since 
they scored all participating teachers with the same summative score. 
The data revealed recurring trends in subgroups such as female, race/ethnicity (Black and 
Latino), ELL, leads to the main revelation of this study.  Ninety-two percent of the variance in 
this study can be explained by other predictors.  This includes a host of possible predictors: 
Socio-economic status of parents, educational levels in the home, the use of private tutoring, 




strategic college pathway, community partnerships, and students’ educational aspirations.  
Therefore, the researcher believes these predictors demand unity, partnership, and agreement 
amongst all valued-stakeholders.  If urban economic development is the action plan, then 
educational concerns of centralized standard-based reform must have a seat at the table as well.  
The researcher understands the larger the group, the harder and longer it is for true unity to 
happen within a group of stakeholders that exist outside of the school building, especially on a 
task that is in fact surmountable.  The researcher suggests this level of cohesiveness first began at 
the district and local school level through the use of informed data. 
Over a period of time, local control lost its influence over education programs to state and 
federal takeover.  No Child Left Behind further expanded its influence in education, both in and 
out of the schools, from teacher unions to tax breaks in the community.  NCLB was also 
increasingly data-driven with state assessments, along with the demand of students becoming 
proficient by 2014.  The ESEA Act of 1965 focused on the federal role of education.  ESSA’s 
federal mandates expanded the collection of data in schools.  State Education Agencies (SEA) 
and National Education Association (NEA) expanded.  The pivot became adequate yearly 
progress with an objective of proficiency in student achievement.  The National Assessment of 
Education (NAEP) was the measurement hub for evaluation of the effectiveness of major 
funding sources like Title I.  President Obama’s Race To The Top economic stimulus galvanized 
commitment to improving education significantly.  K–12 reform points to improving classroom 
instruction and improving student achievement.  Added to the pile of change are charter schools 
that want a marketplace reform, while traditional educational interests are guarding the public 
school system. 




null hypothesis was rejected, meaning a correlation between the variables did not occur by 
chance. It is real, and is probably not zero.  The adjusted R2 of 8.8% tells us how the independent 
variables in this study interact, and the percentage of how they vary.  The regression helps us to 
quantify our predictions by identifying how much a predictor can inform a leader.  The key 
variables in this study were significant, but the coefficients were negative and weak.  This study 
does confirm a critical value for decision-making with superintendent, administrators, teachers, 
reading specialists, and data coaches.  This data informs educators to continue to focus student 
achievement on students at risk.  Furthermore, the researcher recommends a deeper inspection of 
data in the teacher’s research based instruction of the RAC’s modeled support, and its effect on 
student achievement.  Additionally, previous research also suggests improved strategy and 
implementation is needed for subgroups indicated in this study. 
As a result, superintendents and administrators have become reactionary forces 
maneuvering a plethora of issues.  Districts move through curriculum programs approximately 
every three years.  One school’s success does not automatically ensure success in another school.  
If the administrator can prove the present program is yielding results that can be explained, 
measured, and modified for continual growth, these schools should be able to justify remaining 
diligent to the proven program in spite of routine changes.  The researcher further recommends 
schools use their own generated data that is both mandated and internally driven by the direction 
of the administrator or teachers themselves.  A culture of continual improvement is ideal. 
The example of the School Improvement Plan used in this study is a good model to pivot 
from.  Pogrow compared a passive receptor model, which is data used mostly for accountability, 
and initiative analytics that identifies improvement with continuous monitoring.  Experienced 




data for consistent improvement.  Data presented in the middle of the year, from the end of the 
previous year is outdated information that provides precise data to inform leadership decision-
making.  Data must be usable to predict and be timely.  States and schools must take advantage 
of the dismantling of Annual Yearly Progress (AYP).  School leadership must be innovative in 
casting vision and building the team that marries the vision.  Design and academic culture where 
instructional leaders (teachers) use data to improve instruction, can pinpoint practices that 
increase student achievement.  Instructional coaching is recommended as a viable part of the 
school-wide system.   
Summary 
The purpose of this quantitative predictive analysis study was to examine the strength and 
effectiveness of student achievement in to two Priority schools and their subgroups of gender, 
ELL, race/ethnicity, more specifically Black and Latino, as measured by Language Arts PARCC 
2017–2018 for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade scores.  A major goal was to understand if student 
characteristics mentioned above in these schools influenced an effect on enhancing student 
performance.  This study can help identify subgroups of students at risk in academic 
achievement. 
The results of the regression were statistically significant F (7,326) = 5.584, p= .001.  
Weak, negative correlations were found in the variables of both schools.  In this analysis, the R2 
of approximately 8% governed a further look at other factors that influence student achievement 
in both schools.  Although the subgroups Black (B= -52.252, p< .005), Hispanic (B= -47.981, p< 
.001), and ELL (B= -32.317, p< .001) were statistically significant, each Beta was negative.  
Black and Hispanic students were found to achieve lower grades in ELA PARCC tests than their 




students.  The researcher was encouraged as a value-added stakeholder that recommendations in 
this study and other research will be used to improve student achievement. 
Human Subjects Protection 
This study’s approval came from Seton Hall University, Institutional Review Board 
(IRB), and the superintendent of the Passaic County School District.  The data collection and 
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